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PART 1: Review Comments

Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and
highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write
his/her feedback here)

Compulsory REVISION comments
1) Fig.1 and Table.1 – In Table.1 several notations are used such as: a, b, H, L, c, D,

d etc. These notations are not shown on the Drawing in Fig.1
2) As the title of the paper has Design….., it is required to show some design

calculations rather than just providing some values in a Table
3) Title of the Table.1 is material selection, but the Table contain design formulas and

calculations. Suggested to show the material selection of each component
designed and their mechanical properties used in the designing the component.
Show all formulas and calculations in designing components, utilizing the
mechanical properties like yield stress, young’s modulus, etc.

4) Show the detailed calculations of the power required, design of shaft by analysing
bending Moments and torque. Writing formula and direct values are not
acceptable.

5) For plate1, ……. write the figure number to this figure.
6) Tables 2, 3,and next is also written as Table.3 correct it as Table.4
7) In Tables 2,3 and 4, it is obvious that as moisture content increases due to reduced

friction, time taken decreases and efficiency increases. It is interesting to note that
as moisture % increases to 35% efficiency decrease for 2 mm and 4 mm die. It
may be due to threshold of moisture content. I suggest authors can add graphs of
(i) Moisture content vs time for die diameters 2,4,6 mm in one figure (can be drawn
using MS Excel) and (ii) Moisture content vs efficiency for die diameters 2,4,6
mm in one figure (can be drawn using MS Excel). (iii) )  Moisture content vs
Throughput  for die diameters 2,4,6 mm in one figure (can be drawn using MS
Excel). Using these figure analysis would be better.

8) Authors have not written about the content of the fish feed, they can mention in the
paper about the fish feed content, because the experimental results shown in the
paper are valid for the fish feed authors have used.

9) Section 3.3 the first sentence is not complete/not clear, rewrite
10) References are to be written as the format given in the author’s guide of the

publications.

1) Necessary corrections has been made in the manuscript.

2) Necessary corrections has been made in the manuscript.

3) Necessary corrections has been made in the manuscript.

4) Necessary corrections has been made in the manuscript

5)

8) Necessary corrections has been made in the manuscript. please refer to
line 60 to 62.

Minor REVISION comments 1.
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Nil

Optional/General comments

Good work

PART  2:

Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight
that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her
feedback here)

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? (If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)


